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Cultivating Resilience 
and Resistance in 
Trump’s America:
Employing Critical Hope as a 
Framework in LGBTQ+ Centers
       resident Donald Trump’s infamous tweets 
   have become almost commonplace in our 
current era.  Every day, we wonder who he will 
offend, what human rights he will attempt to 
compromise, or who he might further marginalize.  
Nowhere is this as prevalent as for LGBTQ+ popu-
lations, who have been oppressed historically and 
whose status remains precarious. For example, in 
July 2017, Trump (2017) tweeted, “victory cannot be 
burdened with the tremendous medical costs and dis-
P
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ruption that transgender in the military would entail.”  
As the leader of the most powerful nation in the world, 
Trump has the upper hand.  Under his administration, 
the Department of Justice is protecting taxpayer-fund-
ed federal agencies, government employees, and gov-
ernment contractors who legally discriminate against 
LGBTQ+ employees for religious reasons, and the 
Department of Health and Human Services is eliminat-
ing LGBTQ+ communities’ health needs from strategic 
plan for 2018-2022.  
These actions are harsh and unsettling, especially 
since Trump’s rhetoric and such policies give license to 
others to oppress and to continue to uphold a lega-
cy of homophobia and 
transphobia in the United 
States.  Since his election, 
we have seen a rise in 
hate crimes; the Southern 
Poverty Law Center, for 
example, “found 867 cas-
es of hateful harassment 
or intimidation in the 10 
days after the Nov. 8 elec-
tion” (Southern Poverty 
Law Center, 2016).  To be 
clear, is not solely Trump 
himself that is the prob-
lem we identify.  Rather, 
his taking office has lever-
aged an ideology that op-
presses LGBTQ+ peoples 
and other minoritized 
bodies.  His presence has 
awakened, catapulted, 
and most importantly 
legitimized a host of negativity in social spaces.  The 
visibility of White Nationalists, for instance, has domi-
nated the media in the last year, reflected in instances 
such as Charlottesville, Virginia or the appearance of 
swastikas across college campuses.  This is surely not a 
coincidence.  
  
It might seem then, that in such a political context, 
resistance and resilience would be futile.  We believe, 
however, that just the opposite is true.  This milieu 
necessitates response, on all fronts, now more than 
ever.  In the space where we work, higher education, 
there are numerous opportunities for such efforts.  
One such arena is through LGBTQ+ centers on college 
campuses.  As places that, by their very existence, dis-
rupt the status quo, campus LGBTQ+ centers validate 
marginalized students and provide opportunities for 
their growth and support (Marine, 2011).  Our current 
political climate, which resists diverse bodies, makes 
the need for such centers and their work of cultivat-
ing hope, and thereby a commitment to struggle and 
change, even more urgent.  Such centers and those 
who work within them offer tools for students to re-
spond to and navigate these uncertain times.
Resilience is a term operationalized in multiple fields; 
however, we employ Nicolazzo’s (2017) reconcep-
tualization of resilience as a verb, as “not necessarily 
something that one has or does (e.g., an ability) but a 
practice” (p. 88).  Formulating resilience as an action 
helps us to construct how LGBTQ+ centers can them-
selves (and can assist students) employ strategies “to 
overcome individual enactments of trans* oppression,” 
(Nicolazzo, 2017, p. 88) and determine “where and 
with whom one can best be successful and, thus, best 
navigate the collegiate 
environment” (Nicolazzo, 
2017, p. 89).
And, just as we expand 
resilience, we also note 
that the manner in which 
one resists can vary.  We 
recognize resistance 
broadly because we wish 
to validate each person’s 
agency in resisting in this 
tumultuous political cli-
mate on their own terms. 
Resistance, then, could be 
voting or protesting, or it 
could be writing to a con-
gressperson, or it could 
be sharing factual news 
on social media. It could 
also encompass a com-
bination of these or even 
something different.  Resistance cannot have a ‘one 
size fits all’ definition because people must be able to 
resist within their given social contexts.  Furthermore, 
individuals must be able to step back when they need 
a break, when they feel overwhelmed by emotion, 
exhaustion, or frustration.  Resistance means they 
still return to the cause, but it understands that battle 
fatigues exist as a result of a host of oppressions, such 
as racism, cisgenderism, or sexism.  Additionally, resis-
tance cannot be left to those who find it convenient 
or, conversely, to who are most affected.  It should be 
assumed by anyone who wants to fight against the 
dangerous rhetoric of Trump and his supporters and 
who wants to hope for a better world.  
In this article, we posit that a critical hope framework 
(Duncan-Andrade, 2009) employed by campus centers 
can help foster resistance and resilience with LGBTQ+ 
students.  While we focus on LGBTQ+ centers, this 
framework could be adapted to other centers that 
serve marginalized students. Additionally, LGBTQ+ 
Our current political 
climate, which resists 
diverse bodies, makes the 
need for such centers and 
their work of cultivating 
hope, and thereby a 
commitment to struggle 
and change, even 
more urgent.  
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centers cannot be the only campus entity to foster 
resilience and resistance in LGBTQ+ students. Howev-
er, we recognize that by the type of work that LGBTQ+ 
centers engage in on a daily basis, the space created 
allows for centers to cultivate resiliency and resistance 
in LGBTQ+ students.  In what follows, we explore the 
history of university centers for LGBTQ+ populations, 
describe the meaning and manifestations of critical 
hope, and offer five areas for critical praxis that allow 
for the disruption of the systemic oppression which 
we are witnessing today.  It is our goal to demon-
strate tangible ways that concerned citizens, staff, and 
faculty can better support university students and be 
agents of change in what may seem like dismal times.
LGBTQ+ centers
LGBTQ+ centers emerged after the Stonewall riots to 
support gay and lesbian students, and later shifted 
to include all diverse gender identities, expressions, 
and sexual orientations. The first center opened in 
1971 at the University of Michigan, and today there 
are nearly 200 centers located at all types of institu-
tions nationwide (Consortium of Higher Education 
LGBT Professionals, n.d.; Marine, 2011). The opening of 
many of these centers occurred as the LGBTQ+ rights 
movement became more visible and mainstream.  The 
functions of LGBTQ+ centers have changed over time 
to become more robust and meet changing student 
and campus needs. Damschroder (2013) outlined nine 
activities and practices common in LGBTQ+ centers; 
however, these can be condensed within the four 
functions that Marine (2011) posited: assessment, 
support, education, and advocacy.
The emergence of what are now known as LGBTQ+ 
centers began in the 1970s and aligns with a more vis-
ible LGBTQ+ rights movement (Marine, 2011; Stryker, 
2008).  Post-Stonewall riots, many believed that the 
LGBTQ+ rights movement had begun, but the LGBTQ+ 
community splintered into individual identities, which 
continued through the 1990s (Stryker, 2008). In the 
1980s and 1990s, more centers opened nationwide, 
mainly due to student activists (Marine, 2011).  Now 
most centers focus on all diverse gender identities/
expressions and sexual orientations.  These changes 
signify that centers and their staff recognize that as 
times and political climates change, the centers must 
change to adapt and meet the needs of the campus 
community.
LGBTQ+ centers assess campus climate for LGBTQ+ 
students, faculty, and staff (Damschroder, 2013; Ma-
rine, 2011).  These assessments can then be used to 
argue for more resources, such as staff, funds, or space. 
Additionally, these assessments can offer evidence 
about harassment or microaggressions that students, 
staff, and faculty experience with the goal of target-
ing the cause and location of these issues in order to 
eliminate them.  Centers also conduct assessments 
to assist with telling their story (Damschroder, 2013).  
This storytelling is imperative when most institutions 
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do not track LGBTQ+ student retention through 
quantitative methods like other student services units.  
Therefore, LGBTQ+ centers cannot show impact easily 
from already collected information, which impacts the 
ability to demonstrate their benefit to students.
LGBTQ+ centers offer support to students who are 
experiencing turmoil or who need community (Dam-
schroder, 2013; Marine, 2011).  LGBTQ+ center staff are 
experienced in helping students in their coming out 
process(es) and navigating the institutional bureau-
cracy.  Students who frequent the centers also offer 
support to their peers, sharing strategies that have 
worked for them and empathizing with students’ 
lives.  These interactions create and cultivate commu-
nity amongst LGBTQ+ students and their allies.  This 
community is important as many students, especially 
those from more rural areas, may not have had this 
type of community in their hometown.
LGBTQ+ center staff also often have the opportunity to 
educate others on needs and concerns for the LGBTQ+ 
community (Marine, 2011).  These opportunities 
manifest as ally trainings or safe zone programs, which 
allow for members of the campus community to learn 
more about terminology, privilege, and coming out 
and to develop inclusive teaching strategies.  These 
types of educational initiatives create the possibility 
to change people’s attitudes toward LGBTQ+ individ-
uals.  In a recent study, canvassers went door-to-door 
to talk to individuals in Florida for 10 minutes and 
talked about what “transgender” meant and offered 
information on both sides of a proposed repeal of a 
trans* protection law (Broockman & Kalla, 2016). These 
conversations greatly reduced prejudice against trans* 
individuals in those who participated (Broockman & 
Kalla, 2016).  Thus, by exposing heterosexual and/or 
cisgender individuals to more information, institutions 
can potentially reduce prejudice against those who 
are marginalized.  
LGBTQ+ center staff advocate for LGBTQ+ students, 
staff, and faculty as the de facto LGBTQ+ experts 
on campus.  Advocacy efforts focus on changes in 
policies, practices, and behaviors of all members in a 
campus ecosystem.  These vary by campus, but could 
include: name change policies, gender inclusive hous-
ing, and gender inclusive bathrooms.  Students, and 
to a lesser extent, faculty and staff, expect center staff 
to advocate on their behalf and to amplify their voices 
to administration to change policies.  Institutions have 
a myriad of policies and procedures that govern daily 
business.  Many of these policies and procedures were 
created years ago without considering the diversity of 
the campus community.  Now, Center staff, with help 
from the campus community, work to fix and recon-
struct these policies.  We return to a fuller discussion 
of these types of practices below, as each stem from a 
particular theoretical stance--that of critical hope.  
Critical Hope 
Attributed to the work of Duncan-Andrade (2009), the 
concept of “critical hope” denotes cautious optimism 
and progressive action in the face of structural oppres-
sion.  Duncan-Andrade outlined several forms of hope 
that he does not wish to forward, offering instead 
more realistic and achievable styles.  Those that he 
admonished begin with hokey hope, “an individualis-
tic up-by-your-bootstraps hyperbole that suggests if . 
. . youth just work hard, pay attention, and play by the 
rules, then they will. . . live out the ‘American dream’” 
(p. 182).  The burden this places on a singular person 
is unfair, given that forces at work in institutional 
structures, much larger than any individual, often exist 
as obstacles precluding a person from reaching their 
potential at no fault of their own.  
Mythical hope is the second form against which Dun-
can-Andrade (2009) warned, explaining this as the 
type that results when an opportunity for a certain 
population is won or a person from a marginalized 
group achieves success.  This, he stated, is a “false 
narrative of equal opportunity emptied of its histori-
cal and political exigencies” (p. 183) and “depends on 
luck and the law of averages to produce individual 
exceptions to the tyranny of injustice” (p. 184).  Grand 
erasures of history cannot occur simply because one 
person ‘makes it.’  Finally, the third type of impractical 
hope, hope deferred, is an extreme opposite of hokey 
hope.  Rather than solely seeing the individual, hope 
deferred instead is paralyzed by systemic oppression, 
Therefore, LGBTQ+ 
centers cannot show 
impact easily from 
already collected 
information, which 
impacts the ability to 
demonstrate their 
benefit to students.
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“blaming the economy, the violence in society, the 
lack of social services” (p. 184) in such a way that 
transformation seems out of reach.  As a result, a 
person who embodies hope deferred ignores current 
problems and asks students “to set their sights on 
some temporally distant (and highly unlikely) future 
well-being” (p. 185).  Suspending hope in this manner 
does not help those who are suffering mitigate their 
circumstances and address broader hurdles.  
Duncan-Andrade (2009) did not stop at critique, how-
ever, of the potential false hopes proffered for margin-
alized populations.  Countering these, he detailed his 
notion of critical hope, which “demands a committed 
and active struggle” (p. 185) and exists in three forms 
that are possible despite externally limiting situations.  
Material hope refers to actual resources, networks, and 
quality interactions that individuals who work with 
marginalized populations 
can offer them.   Material 
hope can come in the 
form of financial support, 
but “more importantly” 
embodying material 
hope means being “an 
indispensable person” (p. 
187).  The next form, So-
cratic hope, requires the 
practitioner to “painfully 
examine [their] lives and 
actions within an unjust 
society and to share the 
sensibility that pain may 
pave the path to justice” 
(p. 188).   Socratic hope 
involves validating the 
feelings, including anger, 
of those who are exploit-
ed or otherwise ignored 
in society.  It requires a 
voiced recognition of the 
ways that oppression works and a commitment to 
constant support in any form, be that tangible items, 
positive encouragement, or self-sacrifice of time and 
energy.  Even in the face of failure, Socratic hope as-
sesses and commits to carry on.  
Lastly, audacious hope, “boldy stands in solidarity” 
with marginalized communities, and “defies dominant 
ideology of defense, entitlement and preservation of 
privileged bodies” (Duncan-Andrade, 2009, p. 190).  
Rather than focus on individual merits or shortcom-
ings, audacious hope recognizes the collective and 
struggles with those who are most affected by oppres-
sion.  Practitioners of audacious hope “help students 
channel” their pain or outrage in productive ways (p. 
190) and recognize the value in each each individual.  
Audacious hope, therefore, keenly discerns a chal-
lenging and potentially discouraging situation, such 
as living in the era of Trump and being a member of 
LGBTQ+ communities and strives for change.  We now 
turn to specific examples of current policies and mar-
ginalizing structures and explain how LGBTQ+ centers 
can employ the forms of critical hope that Duncan-An-
drade theorized.  
Critical Praxis
In this section, we posit a host of issues and actions 
reflective of Duncan-Andrade’s (2009) critical hope in 
order to facilitate students better capable of respond-
ing to their immediate local, national, and global 
contexts.  We begin by focusing on one instance of an 
LGBTQ+ center that is under attack.  We then explore 
Title IX, immigration, bathroom bills, women’s rights, 
and healthcare while 
recognizing that this list is 
neither exhaustive of the 
issues and rights targeted 
within this current ad-
ministration nor are they 
completely separate.  For 
each issue, we highlight 
its history and how it im-
pacts students in LGBTQ+ 
centers.  We then discuss 
how critical hope can be 
embodied to cultivate 
resilience and resistance 
to Trump’s oppressive 
rhetoric in each area.
One quick note be-
fore we discuss critical 
praxis:  it can be easy 
to get trapped in what 
Duncan-Andrade (2009) 
labeled as hope deferred, 
described above.  For some, especially those with 
privilege, telling others to wait it out or that it will get 
better is a sound solution.  Practitioners might argue 
that things will change in the next president’s admin-
istration. However, those who are not immediately 
affected cannot tell students, who are experiencing 
tremendous pain or concern for their safety or im-
migration status, that it will get better.  This deferred 
hope is neither helpful, useful, or socially just, nor does 
this approach instill critical hope, resilience, or resis-
tance in students.  Without resilience and resistance, 
things will not get better. Practitioners must therefore 
offer students prompt support and ways to protect 
themselves and their rights.
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Center Existence
As centers continue to 
perform their daily functions 
in our current political era, 
at least one has already 
come under attack. In 2016, 
the University of Tennes-
see, Knoxville (UT) had the 
funding for its Office for Di-
versity and Inclusion, which 
included its LGBTQ+ center, 
rerouted to minority engi-
neering scholarships by the 
state legislature for one year 
(Ohm, 2017b).  Then in 2017, 
the UT Chancellor, Beverly 
Davenport, decided to hire 
a coordinator to lead the UT 
Pride Center (Ohm, 2017b).  
Several state lawmakers 
criticized this decision. Mae 
Beavers, a Republican guber-
natorial candidate and for-
mer state senator, released a 
statement in which she said:
It is disappointing that the new Chancellor has 
decided to ignore the clear intent and legitimate 
concerns of the Tennessee Legislature which 
defunded the (Office for Diversity and Inclusion) 
after it became clear that taxpayer funds were 
being used to promote a radical agenda that did 
not reflect the values of the State and our citizens. 
(Ohm, 2017a, para. 2)
Beavers disagreed with the diversity office’s shift to 
inclusive holiday parties that did not mention Santa 
Claus or Christmas (Ohm, 2017a). While this is one 
example of an LGBTQ+ center under attack, the brazen 
condemnation on support services in one conserva-
tive state could create a ripple effect and impact other 
states.
The functions of an LGBTQ+ center have long been 
considered vital in cultivating resilience in LGBTQ+ 
students.  The mere existence of centers, as in the case 
of the University of Tennessee, Knoxville, is considered 
radical by some.  The existence of centers is therefore a 
form of audacious hope.  Space on campus is import-
ant for those students who need to feel heard and to 
share their pain with others.  This LGBTQ+ community 
is just as important to those who need to process the 
hurt and struggles they may experience in the world 
as it is for those who are in the midst of their coming 
out process.  Also, this space should include those in 
who are angry or “disobedient” because they often 
need the space the most (Duncan-Andrade, 2009). 
 
Title IX
Title IX was enacted by the federal government in the 
1970s to assert that no one would be excluded due 
to their sex in any education program or activity that 
received federal funding (U.S. Department of Educa-
tion, n.d.).  Title IX has long been employed to ensure 
equity in athletics, but, more recently, policymakers 
issued clarifications to the policy, including how to 
respond to sexual assault and how to support stu-
dents who are pregnant and/or are parents.  In April 
2014, the United States Department of Education’s 
Office of Civil Rights (OCR) issued the statement: “Title 
IX’s sex discrimination prohibition extends to claims 
of discrimination based on gender identity or failure 
to conform to stereotypical notions of masculinity 
or femininity and OCR accepts such complaints for 
investigation” (Lhamon, 2014, p. 5).  This clarification 
allowed for trans* students to file complaints with the 
OCR for investigation on whether or not an institution 
was in violation of Title IX.
Prior to this Obama-era clarification, the University of 
Pittsburgh at Johnstown expelled Seamus Johnston, 
a trans* man, because he used the men’s bathrooms 
and locker rooms (Jaschik, 2015).  The judge did not 
believe that Title IX prohibited discrimination based 
on gender identity (Jaschik, 2015).  After the guidance 
was issued in 2014, the OCR declared to an Illinois 
school that making a trans* student use a private 
bathroom and changing facility was a violation of the 
student’s rights under Title IX (Smith & Davey, 2015).  
Audacious hope, 
therefore, keenly discerns 
a challenging and 
potentially discouraging 
situation, such as living in 
the era of Trump and 
being a member of 
LGBTQ+ communities 
and strives for change.
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Religiously-affiliated schools then filed for exemp-
tions from Title IX to continue to discriminate against 
members of the LGBTQ+ community.  In response to 
these schools’ exemptions, the OCR openly posted the 
institutions that received an exemption.
In early 2017, Trump’s Secretary of Education, Betsy 
DeVos, revoked the April 2014 clarification that explic-
itly stated that Title IX offered protections for trans* 
students (Holden, 2018).  In mid-February 2018, the 
Department of Education officially told one news out-
let that it will not investigate or take action if a trans* 
student is not allowed to use a bathroom that aligns 
with their gender identity (Holden, 2018). Undoubted-
ly, this is a perilous beginning to ignoring trans* (and 
other LGBQ+) students’ rights in education.
Socratic hope provides insight to acknowledging 
student feelings around loss of recognition of a 
federal statute that protected them, or at least, would 
allow for their concerns to be heard.  Socratic hope, 
then, should encourage students by recognizing and 
validating their feelings around this topic.  By offering 
students someone to listen and validate their feelings, 
practitioners can learn more about how to better am-
plify student voices when meeting with administration 
in hopes of changing institutional policy to be more 
intentional and thoughtful toward trans* student 
needs.  In addition, practitioners can, through validat-
ing students, encourage them to advocate for material 
change, such as institutional protections, should the 
state law allow.  This cultivates resistance to Trump’s 
policies by finding local solutions when federal protec-
tions are no longer in place.
Immigration
Immigration, often 
viewed as a racialized is-
sue, must be viewed as a 
social justice issue facing 
every social identity.  Fre-
quently, LGBTQ+ people 
are not thought of as un-
documented immigrants 
and vice versa.  However, 
there are an estimated 
267,000 LGBTQ+, undoc-
umented immigrants in 
the United States (Gates, 
2013). Immigration has 
become central to the 
Trump administration’s 
agenda.  The focal point 
of the immigration agen-
da oscillates between 
reform for undocument-
ed immigrants who were 
brought here as children 
and construction of a wall along the Mexican border.  
We foreground the reform for undocumented immi-
grants because it impacts college students the most.
In September 2017, Trump and his administration an-
nounced that they would be ending the Deferred Ac-
tion for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program in March 
2018.  DACA, enacted by President Obama, deferred 
deportation for those who qualified and allowed them 
to work legally in the United States.  In order to qualify 
for DACA, one had to: have come to the United States 
before they turned 16; be under the age of 31 as of 
June 15, 2012; and not have any felonies or no more 
than two misdemeanors (U.S. Citizenship and Immi-
gration Services, n.d.). At the time of its revocation, 
nearly 820,000 individuals were enrolled in the DACA 
program (Conron & Brown, 2017).  Of those 820,000 
DACA recipients, it is estimated that 36,000 identify as 
members of the LGBTQ+ community (Conron & Brown, 
2017).  Upon the announcement that DACA was being 
rescinded, those whose status was set to expire before 
March 5, 2018 could renew their two-year exemption, 
but they only had one month to file and had to pay 
nearly $500.00 to maintain their immigration status. 
This is just one instance where an LGBTQ+ center, 
depending on its financial resources, can provide ma-
terial hope for a student. LGBTQ+ center staff can, and 
should if able, offer discretionary funds to students 
in need.  These funds could be from alumnx or from 
faculty and staff who give a portion of their paycheck 
each pay period.  These discretionary funds offer 
material hope for students when they are concerned 
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about their ability to stay in the United States while 
also trying to focus on their families, school work, and 
other important commitments. Material hope offers 
students the ability to demonstrate resilience in times 
of crisis by offering what students need in the mo-
ment.  In September, and probably again soon there-
after, undocumented and LGBTQ+ students will need 
access to funding to alleviate immediate need, such as 
DACA filing fees.
Bathroom Bills 
In recent years, so-called “bathroom bills,” or legislation 
attempting to regulate the facilities to which trans* 
individuals have access, have increased and have 
incited much public debate.  As mentioned previ-
ously, the Obama administration issued protections 
for trans* students under Title IX.   As these students 
“secured the right to use bathroom facilities consistent 
with their gender identities” (Rushin & Carroll, 2017, p. 
8-9), a backlash occurred, evidenced by thirteen states 
filing suits against the federal government for its 
ruling, feeling that their rights were compromised and, 
eventually, proposals for bathroom bills emerged.  
Perhaps the most well-publicized of such legislation 
is North Carolina’s House Bill 2 (HB2) passed in 2016, 
which “required individuals to use the bathroom that 
corresponded to the sex on their birth certificate as 
opposed to the gender with which they identified” 
(Journell, 2017, p. 339).  Proponents advocated that 
the bill would serve to protect women and children 
from sexual predators while opponents argued that 
such a policy was a violation of human rights, that 
“equal access to public restrooms is a fundamental 
right that predicates democratic participation of any 
kind” (Davis, 2017, p. 3).  Others have noted that such 
laws “criminalize the trans community” by “explicit-
ly establishing a new criminal offense category for 
trans individuals who use bathrooms consistent with 
their gender identities” (Rushin & Carroll, 2017, p. 16).  
Opening the door for public and private policing and 
creating difficulty in implementing such policies, pun-
dits have noted how dangerous the bill could be.  And, 
as Samar (2016) wrote, “use of a bathroom or locker 
room isn’t only about excretion or changing clothes.  
Both involve the individuals’ intersection with the 
dominant culture and the ways that culture reflects on 
either supports or rejects the deeply felt identity of the 
user” (p. 38).  Thus, there are broad scale issues at play 
in this controversy about who society values and how 
they communicate those beliefs.  Media and national 
attention to the HB2 debate soared, and in the “2017 
legislative session, legislators in 15 states introduced 
HB2-type bills” (Journell, 2017, p. 340).  
Given the political precedent of Title IX, it would seem 
that these bills are in violation of the federal govern-
ment’s stance.  However, as noted above, the land-
scape was complicated by the fact that in 2016 “the 
Trump administration rescinded the Obama adminis-
tration’s guidelines that Title IX’s ban on sex discrimi-
nation should be interpreted to include gender identi-
ty discrimination” (Davis, 2017, p. 2).  This decision led 
the Supreme Court to return to a lower court delib-
eration on a case in Virginia in which a high school 
precluded a trans male from using the bathroom that 
matched his gender.  And, although HB2 was tech-
nically later repealed, the so-called compromise that 
lawmakers reached prohibits state agencies, including 
public universities, from creating nondiscrimination 
policies.  Thus, establishing protections for LGBTQ+ 
populations is not feasible under this guidance.  
While HB2 is only one example of a bathroom bill and 
other states have not officially passed similar legis-
lation, the introduction of such policies, the public 
support they have garnered, and the federal govern-
ment’s reaction is threatening to LGBTQ+ populations 
at large.  On college campuses, especially in states 
without specific policies protecting trans* individuals, 
using a public facility is a fearful experience for many.  
In Herman’s 2013 survey of “self-identified transgender 
people living in Washington, DC, 70% of respondents 
said they had been ‘denied access, verbally harassed, 
or physically assaulted in public restrooms’” (Davis, 
2017, p. 7).  The fear that trans* individuals may feel, 
then, is therefore warranted.  Furthermore, research 
Nonetheless, it is 
imperative that the raw, 
sometimes unfathomable, 
often times uncomfort-
able truth be told. 
But one of the most 
taxing aspects of revealing 
these truths is that 
people believe we exist in 
a “post-racial” society.
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has shown that trans* people may avoid using the 
bathroom while in public, causing serious health prob-
lems (Herman, 2013).  Neither of these consequences 
is what we should want for our university students.  
How then, can LGBTQ+ centers and practitioners who 
work within them incite hope in the face of this wide-
spread debate and against the backdrop of Trump’s 
legislative move?  First, LGBTQ+ centers can offer 
all-gender bathrooms if possible, and they can help 
students locate such facilities across campus, mapping 
out where they are in relation to students’ classes.  In 
2016, Time magazine reported that more than 150 
U.S. colleges and universities have gender inclusive 
restrooms on their campuses (Steinmetz, 2016).  This 
is a positive move, and staff in centers can advocate 
for more all gender bathrooms on their campuses, 
since “schools are obligated to protect the safety, both 
physical and emotional, of all their students” (Watkins 
& Moreno, 2017, p. 170).  This is, in essence, the culti-
vation of material hope--students are being provided 
with tangible resources they need to live productively 
and healthily.    
As Watkins and Moreno (2017), noted, however,   
Sadly, many schools have no specific policy in 
place, relying on state legislative language, which 
in many cases does not protect the rights of trans-
gender students.  Schools will be better served 
by crafting policy using a comprehensive policy 
model that safeguards all students. (p. 169)
Therefore, staff in LGBTQ+ centers must also amplify 
students’ voices and challenge institutional policies, 
or lack thereof, that marginalize LGBTQ+ students, 
working to ensure their rights and safety are guaran-
teed.  When it comes to bathrooms, centers can be the 
force that push for those facilities, rather than placing 
the burden entirely on students to secure their needs.  
As a form of audacious hope, then, students can be 
assisted in navigating the complex bureaucracy often 
found in higher education and shown that change can 
occur.  As a practice of resistance, championing bath-
room rights reflects one way to counter the normative 
structures on campus.  
One final note, however, related to considering trans*’ 
individuals access to bathrooms.  Davis (2017) cri-
tiqued the solution of adding all gender restrooms 
to a public space while continuing to maintain ad-
ditional separate bathrooms labeled ‘women’ and 
‘men’ as an “assimilationist approach,” noting that the 
“third restroom option. . .  set physically apart from 
men and women’s restrooms fortifies the principle of 
sex-segregation as normative” (p. 10).  Furthermore, 
Johnson’s (2016) study reporting on trans* students’ 
experiences with discrimination in higher education 
revealed that gender inclusive bathrooms seem, to 
some, to actually create unsafe spaces because they 
out trans* individuals.  Instead, Davis (2017) proposed 
converting “current sex-segregated restrooms . . . into 
no-gender bathrooms” (p. 14) while Journell (2017) 
forwarded “using the bathroom that corresponds with 
their gender identity is the only truly safe option” (p. 
345).  Thus, there are yet decisions to be made about 
bathrooms on college campuses, and LGBTQ+ centers 
can be the leader on those, consulting with students 
and utilizing their feedback to inform recommended 
policy and construction.  Such actions would be the 
epitome of embodying Socratic hope because they 
listen to the voices of those affected, empathize, and 
develop appropriate responses.  
Healthcare
Healthcare, deemed by many to be a human right, is 
constantly under siege by the Trump administration 
and Republican congresspersons.  While there are 
myriad issues in healthcare that impact LGBTQ+ com-
munities, HIV/AIDS prevention and treatment is one of 
the most salient. HIV/AIDS has long been coupled with 
the LGBTQ+ community.  In the early 1980s, President 
Reagan did not acknowledge the burgeoning epi-
demic, and his press secretary infamously disregarded 
the disease in the audio documentary, When AIDS 
Was Funny (Calonico, 2015).  The earliest cases were 
linked to gay men, and thus were deemed not worthy 
of public concern (Calonico, 2015).  HIV/AIDS did not 
only affect gay men, which was recognized later, but it 
nonetheless still greatly impacts the LGBTQ+ commu-
nity.
At the end of 2017, the Trump administration dis-
missed the remaining members of the HIV and AIDS 
Council (Guarino, 2017).  This Council has advised 
the White House on HIV/AIDS policy since its incep-
tion under President Clinton in 1995 (Guarino, 2017).  
Additionally, Trump’s administration has threatened 
the Affordable Care Act (ACA), which is imperative for 
those who receive coverage and are living with HIV/
AIDS.  Under ACA, individuals cannot be dropped or 
denied coverage because of a pre-existing health con-
dition, such as HIV or AIDS (HIV.gov, n.d.).  Additionally, 
the ACA required most plans to cover certain preven-
tive services, such as HIV testing for those between the 
ages of 15 and 65 (HIV.gov, n.d.).  According to UNAIDS 
(2014), worldwide trans women are 49 times more 
likely to contract HIV.  In the United States, the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention (2017) estimate 
that 70% of new HIV infections were among gay and 
bisexual men. 
These statistics clearly demonstrate that HIV/AIDS is 
very much a LGBTQ+ issue.  The Trump administra-
tion’s desire to change the ACA and dismantle the HIV 
and AIDS Council are direct attacks on the LGBTQ+ 
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community.  Currently, only 34 states and the District 
of Columbia mandate HIV education, but there is not 
a requirement for all of these states to be medically 
accurate (Guttmacher Institute, n.d.).  In addition, few 
states require conversations around sexual orientation, 
and of these states, three states allow for only negative 
information on sexual orientation (Guttmacher Insti-
tute, n.d.).  Thus, with limited, and, sometimes false, 
information being taught in K-12 schools, college 
students may be misinformed about the necessity for 
HIV/AIDS testing or how HIV is contracted.
Due to this misinformation or lack of information, 
LGBTQ+ centers can provide education, and if nec-
essary, work with other groups to offer preventative 
services.  These entities should be based in audacious 
hope because the history of HIV/AIDS in the United 
States is rife with oppression and injustice.  HIV/AIDS 
is a painful reminder of the past and how little elected 
officials cared about LGBTQ+ communities as they 
were dying.  Practitioners can demonstrate audacious 
hope by talking about this painful memory by using 
the numerous documentaries that either foreground 
HIV/AIDS or have HIV/AIDS as an important plot com-
ponent.  Additionally, Duncan-Andrade (2009) wrote, 
“Audacious hope stares down the painful path; and 
despite the overwhelming odds against us making it 
down that path to change, we make the journey again 
and again” (p. 191).  While the perilous path is eerily 
similar to that of years ago, there is significantly more 
information and medical interventions to help prevent 
and treat HIV/AIDS. Therefore, LGBTQ+ centers, as re-
flective of critical hope, can also employ material hope 
when initiating new programs around safer sex, advo-
cating for HIV testing, pre-exposure prophylaxis (PrEP), 
and post-exposure prophylaxis (PeP) at campus health 
centers, and hosting events that explain the past of 
HIV/AIDS.  PrEP is a daily prescription medication for 
those who are at high risk for contracting HIV. PrEP can 
prevent an HIV infection. PEP is also an antiretroviral 
medication that one can take if they have potentially 
been exposed to HIV.  These programs create resil-
ience by helping students learn more about health 
and wellbeing than they, most likely, would have 
learned in high school.  They also promote resistance 
and resilience by allowing for students to understand 
LGBTQ+ history and how resilient, and often how resis-
tant, LGBTQ+ revolutionaries were when they original-
ly faced the HIV/AIDS crisis.
Gender-Based Violence
As illustrated with our focus on immigration, LGBTQ+ 
students’ identities overlap with multiple others that 
warrant support and advocacy.  These intersection-
alities also include women’s identities.  President 
Trump’s notorious and sexually explicit comments 
about his lewd treatment of women are now well 
known, having been publicized just before the 
election in 2016.  In the wake of Trump taking office, 
millions of people all over the country united through 
the Women’s March to demand, amongst others, re-
productive and women’s rights.  The Washington Post 
reported the marches were “the largest single-day 
demonstration in recorded U.S. history” (Chenoweth & 
Pressman, 2017, para. 1).  
As the year unfolded, a number of related movements 
took flight, including the #MeToo campaign, which 
surfaced after multiple Hollywood actresses shared 
their harrowing accounts 
of sexual harassment by 
film producer Harvey 
Weinstein.  Although 
begun in 2007 by Tarana 
Burke, a Black female, 
the movement gained 
attention particularly 
through White feminists.  
Thus rightly critiqued by 
women of color, #MeToo 
nonetheless became an 
avenue for women to 
come forward with their 
own stories of sexual 
assault.  Acknowledging 
“it has actually been sim-
mering for years, decades, 
centuries,” many women 
in leadership roles took 
on the charge, avowing 
they “have had it with 
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bosses and co-workers who not only cross boundaries 
but don’t even seem to know that boundaries exist. 
. . They’ve had it with the code of going along to get 
along. They’ve had it with men who use their power to 
take what they want from women” (Zacharek, Docter-
man, & Edwards, 2017, para. 8).  
Now, the “Time’s Up” campaign, led by over 300 wom-
en in film, television, and theater, is a commitment to 
supporting women’s rights and has an established le-
gal defense fund housed by the National Women’s Law 
Center to subsidize legal costs associated with sexual 
harassment suits. The initial open letter published 
from participants read:  
Too many centers of 
power--from legisla-
tures to boardrooms 
to executive suites 
and management to 
academia--lack gen-
der parity and women 
do not have equal 
decision-making au-
thority.  This systemic 
gender-inequality 
and imbalance of 
power fosters an en-
vironment that is ripe 
for abuse and harass-
ment against women.  
Therefore, we call for 
a significant increase 
of women in positions 
of leadership and 
power across indus-
tries.  In addition, we 
seek equal represen-
tation, opportunities, 
benefits, and pay for 
all women workers, 
not to mention great-
er representation 
of women of color, 
immigrant women, 
disabled women, and 
lesbian, bisexual, and transgender women, whose 
experiences in the workforce are often signifi-
cantly worse than their white, cisgender, straight 
peers.  The struggle for women to break in, to rise 
up the ranks and to simply be heard and acknowl-
edged in male-dominant workplaces must end, 
and time’s up on this impenetrable monopoly.  
(“Dear sisters,” 2018).  
Recognizing the ways that women’s identities intersect 
with other facets of positionality and how those create 
inequitable access to power, the movement seeks to 
address such injustices.  
Case after case of sexual assault and harassment 
continues to emerge.  Matt Lauer was fired from his 
twenty-year run on the Today show upon evidence 
of sexual misconduct and Dr. Larry Nassar, Michigan 
State University and USA gymnastics physician was 
sentenced to up to 175 years in prison for his crimes 
against women.  Students on university campuses, as 
part of the general public, are witness to these atro-
cious stories and the movements that are ensuing 
as a result.  Many college women are also part of the 
response, taking part in protests and marches.  And, 
many have stories of their own to tell.  The Bureau of 
Justice Statistics found 
in a 2016 study of nine 
campuses that 21% of 
undergraduate women 
reported experiencing 
sexual assault since the 
beginning of their college 
careers, with higher rates 
reported by non-hetero-
sexual college women 
(Krebs, et. al, 2016).  Every 
school, under Title IX, 
should have a coordinator 
responsible for acting to 
ensure the safety of the 
student if sexual miscon-
duct or discrimination 
occurs.  Yet, we know 
that “because the great 
majority of sexual assaults 
are not reported to cam-
pus or law enforcement 
personnel, formal crime 
statistics grossly under-
estimate the scope of the 
problem” (Gray, Hassija, 
& Steinmetz, 2017, p. 5).  
Thus, more needs to be 
done on university cam-
puses to address women’s 
rights, especially as they 
pertain to the problems 
of sexual misconduct.  
In this cultural moment, LGBTQ+ centers can be spaces 
of support for women’s intersecting identities.  First, 
they can provide an opportunity for women to share 
their experiences on campus with sexual harassment 
or assault.  Witnessing and validating students’ hurt is 
a form of Socratic hope, and through listening to those 
who are surviving sexual assault, centers can embody 
this form.  Exhibiting Socratic hope also means under-
standing the anger a survivor might feel and affirming 
those feelings.  Second, staff at LGBTQ+ centers can 
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assist students in documenting and reporting any 
instances that may arise, accompanying them to the 
proper authorities if desired.  In one sense, the staff 
member is also a form of material hope simply by 
being with a student.  As a resource, having another 
human to believe a person’s testimony and facilitate 
reporting is invaluable.  In another sense, the act of 
support also reflects audacious hope.  It helps the stu-
dent navigate the system, one which often oppresses 
women and silences their voices in situations of sexual 
misconduct, especially when the perpetrator is in a 
position of power.  
Conclusion
Almost daily, the media reports new policy imple-
mentations or rollbacks that target the most vulner-
able populations, in particular, LGBTQ+ individuals.  
In these turbulent times, LGBTQ+ centers are more 
vital to cultivating students’ resilience from hate and 
resistance to oppressive systems.  As practitioners, 
we can employ critical hope as a framework to help 
cultivate students’ resilience and resistance to Trump’s 
omnipresent oppressive regime.  By amplifying stu-
dent voices, building relationships, and assisting with 
material needs, LGBTQ+ center staff have the ability to 
instill hope when the world becomes more precarious 
every day.
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